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ABSTRACT

This research project andyzed the factors that make up a performance appraisa system. The
problem was that the current performance appraisal system used by the Orlando Fire Department does
not provide for the future development of the Company Officer. It contains no coaching component
and the Digtrict Officer has no guiddines to follow for making recommendations for improvementsto his
subordinates between rating reviews. The purpose of the research project was to develop a new
Company Officer performance gppraisa (PA) that incorporates and places a strong emphasis on
coaching to improve future performance.

This research employed both historical and action research () to determine what are the
shortcoming’s of the current performance appraisal for the Company Officer position, (b)
what are the key componerts to incorporate in a new performance appraisa, (¢) what can the Chief
Officer do to facilitate improved future performance from his Company Officers, (d) what isthe
importance of “Employee Coaching”, (e) what statistical data and graphica information might help
during the coaching process, (f) how can the manager build trust into the performance appraisa
process, (g) what are the advantages of having quick assessto dl appraisa data, (h) what percentage of
fire departments currently administer performance gppraisals to their employees, and (i) of those
departments that do appraise performance, are they incorporating an employee improvement and
coaching mentdity into their process?

The principle procedure employed was review of published materids and a survey. Datawere
compiled in graphic form to facilitate a comparison of published materids and contemporary fire

department applications of gppraising performance.



The mgor findings of this research were that few fire departments currently incorporate a
coaching element into their performance appraisal process. Principle among those factors was that only
63% of surveyed departments even have aforma processin place for evauating the performance of
their employees.

The recommendation resulting from this research include (a) train dl Orlando Fire Department
managers on the coaching aspect of enhancing employee performance, (b) creating a data bank to
access the collected information quickly, (¢) update this form to keep it up with contemporary research
on coaching, (d) create a performance gppraisd in the same format asthis for the postion of
Driver/Engineer and Fire fighter, (€) gain a consensus from managers insofar as what weight factors are

needed, if any, for scoring, and (f) integrate the performance gppraisd score into the BID system.
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INTRODUCTION

The Orlando Fire Department has a history of over one hundred years of service excellenceto
the citizens of the City of Orlando. In the late 1950's, the fire department recognized the advantage of
training its personnd in the dud role of both firefighter and emergency medicd service provider.

Starting with this cross training, the department has evolved from a single tasked fire fighting department
into a premier, multiple rolled organization. Currently the Orlando Fire Department (OFD) providesfire
fighting services, Advanced Life Support (ALS), Basic Life Support (BLS), a Dive Rescue team, a
Hazardous Materids Response Team, a High Angle Rescue Team, Below Grade/Confined Space
Rescue, and a Arson-Bomb Unit for the city.

The department currently employs 325 firefighters, gpproximately 70 of these serve as
Company Officers (CO). These CO'sare assgned to an engine or truck company to function asafirst
line supervisor for dl fire fighters assigned to thair unit, dong with the fire fighters assgned to the rescue
companies within a particular station. The Didtrict Chief Officer currently gppraises CO performance on
an annua bagswith semi-annud (mid-year) reviews. The current performance appraisal system used
by the Orlando Fire Department does not provide for the future development of the Company Officer.
It contains no coaching component and the Digtrict Officer has no guiddinesto follow for making
recommendations for improvements to his subordinates between rating reviews.

The purpose of the research project was to develop a new Company Officer performance
gopraisd (PA) that incorporates and places a strong emphasis on coaching to improve future
performance. The Didrict Officer can enhance the future performance of the Company Officer through
an improved performance appraisa system and ongoing employee coaching. Higtorica and action

research methods were employed to answer the following questions.



1. What are the shortcoming's of the current performance appraisa for the Company Officer?

2. What are the key components to incorporate in a new performance appraisa?

3. What can the Chief Officer do to facilitate improved future performance from his Company
Officers? What is the importance of “Employee Coaching”?

4. What gatigticd data and graphicd information might help during the coaching process?

5. How can the manager build trust into the performance gppraisa process?

6. What are the advantages of having quick assessto all gppraisd data?

7. What percentage of fire departments currently administer performance gppraisasto ther
employees? Of those departments that do gppraise performance, are they incorporating an

employee improvement and coaching mentdity into their process?

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

In July 1998, Orlando Fire Chief Donad W. Harkins, J. impaneled a committee to review the
department’ s current performance gppraisal system for the Company Officer postion. The committee
consgsted of individuds from the City of Orlando’s Human Resources Department, Civil Service Board,
Legd Department, and representatives from the fire department. Over the course of severad meetings,
there was consensus that the current gppraisal system did little to provide a coaching guide for the
Digrict Chief Officer’ sto utilize while interacting with their subordinates. The decison was made to
move forward to develop a new method of CO gppraisdl that reflects the current demands of the
position and is built upon a condructive coaching mentdity.

The main problem with the current performance gppraisal for the CO position is thet the system

places dmogt its entire emphagis on afina numerica rating derived from the observations of behaviors



over aone year time period. Only avery smdl portion of the system is devoted towards planning for
future successes and improved performance. The performance appraisa is based primarily upon the
Didtrict Chief (DC) observing the behaviors of the CO for a one year evauation period. The evauation
period runs from October 1 through September 30 each year. At the end of the evauation period, the
DC completes the performance gppraisal form.

The entire job description for the CO has been broken down into eight different functiona
areas. These functiona aress are further broken down into atotal of 56 different observable behaviors.
Each one of these behaviors are rated on a scale from zero to five: zero represents the fact that the
behavior was not observed during this evauation period, one represents an employee that has not met
minimaly accepted department standards of performance, and the scale progresses upward to five,
which represents an employee that consstently demondirates very effective levels of performance. Her
performanceis seen as virtudly flawless and could be hed up asamodd for other to follow. This56
scores are then averaged for afina numerical rating.

The current appraisal system does not encourage a narrative response by the rater to detail the
positive and negative behaviors observed during the period. The current system aso does not provide
for areview of performance statistics generated by each CO in hislher attempts to reach departmental
gods and objectives every month. The current system is not tied into the City of Orlando employee
recognition program (MERITYS), that is designed to provide rewards and public recognition of superior
performance by city workers.

Because of the above mentioned shortcomings, the committee felt as though the performance of
both present and future CO’s was not and would not be enhanced by the current appraisal system. Itis

imperative in any organization that the adminigtration takes whatever steps are necessary to ensure the



professona development of their work force. The fire department is most certainly a* service”
organization and the service is only as good as the people that provideit. Therefore, arebuilding of the
Company Officer performance gppraisa was undertaken, including coaching guiddines.

Insofar as the relationship to the Executive Development class was concerned, the most direct
link of the subject matter isfound in UNIT: 5, Following and Leading. A great ded of classtimewas
gpent on the virtues of being a good follower and agood leader. 1n our lectures and class discussion we
focused in on the what it takes to be an effective leader. Probably the most important aspect of the
leadership dimengion is the development of your subordinates. Herein lies the importance of the
coaching component, helping your employees develop professionaly o that their chances for future

successes in the work place are enhanced.

LITERATURE REVIEW

For years, business leaders had been warning that the biggest corporate waste in the United
States was that of Human Resources. The basis for this belief was that most organizations relied on
longevity rather than performance as the primary criteriafor advancement.  Time was used asthe
measure of dl things because of itsimpartia, unarguable gpplication to al employees (Baker, 1988). In
addition, “unions have traditionaly protected their membership by inssting on the use of seniority when
making personnd decisons’ (Baker, 1988, p. 1). If this practice resulted in dlowing poor performers
to advance, the associated |0sses were just passed on as increased costs to unsuspecting consumers.

Today, U.S. employers and union leaders know that they must increase the productivity of their
work force if they are to compete in the globd marketplace. Many different methods have been used in

an atempt to increase the quality and quantity of the performance of groups of individuas. The focus of
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these efforts has been to: (a) reduce the number of overall employees through the work group concept,
(b) lower overall operating cogts, and (c) to provide procedures for detecting and correcting errors
(Baker, 1988). Thereis significant evidence that the efficiency of the work group has resulted in lower
operating cost and areduced error rate for many organizations (Levine, 1983). However, what is often
overlooked iswhat can be done to enhance the performance of the individua within the group. Herein
liesthe importance of a PA system that is designed to coach, ingtruct, and let the employee know what
isexpected of him or her. The PA not only provides information to management on the performance of
anindividud, but it can be the vehicle that provides direction to a motivated employee seeking to
become a superior performer.

The Performance Appraisal as a Process

A performance appraisal system can best be compared to a process. With a process there are
inputs of raw datainto a system, someinterna processing of the data takes place, and an output of
usable information upon which informed decisions can be based is made.

The two primary objectives of awell functioning performance gppraisd system should be: (1) to
formally measure the performance of the individua employee, and (2) provide information on how well
the system is designed and working. The formal measures of performance are used as feedback to the
employee and used by others in management for making personnel decisions such as promations and
work assgnments. The information provided by the performance reviews of many subordinates should
be used collectively to modify the inputs of the performance gppraisa system in an attempt to improve
its efficiency (Baker, 1988).

Furthermore, it isimperdtive that the PA system be of such adesign that the collective data

amassed by dl performance gppraisas can be easily accessed via a data base by authorized individuas.
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The anadlyss of this data can eadly highlight different trends emerging in employee performance. These
positive or negative trends could then be further broken down into their components to determine what
actions and behaviors should be reinforced or discouraged. This could be accomplished via rewrites of
job descriptions and policy manuas, developed into important topics of discusson for management saff
meetings, and/or used to develop training programs.

Performance Appraisal Strategy - a Four Step Process

Thetypica performance gppraisa strategy conssts of four supervisory processes (McGregor,
1960). Thefour steps are asfollows:
1. tdl the employee what is expected of him or her,

2. observe performance and provide feedback to the employee,

w

. complete aforma summary of performance at the end of a pecific time period, and
4. conduct aformd performance review.

Thefirgt step in McGregor’ s process is to establish the performance standards with the
employee, or smply tell them what is expected of them. Inputs for the employee performance
gandards are taken from many different sources. These inputs typically come form the organization’s
philosophy, policies, procedures, rules, and job descriptions. The manager and employee must meet
and develop amutua understanding of how the each other interprets these inputs. If there gppearsto
be alack of understanding or difference of opinion, the discusson is continued until the difference are
resolved. If the employee understands the inputs, and sees these asinputs as fair and objective, most
will welcome a chance to participate in the system (Baker, 1988). Managers must aso consult with
their subordinates to review the standards to which the employee performance will be compared during

the evauation period. These standards are expressed in terms of results (outcomes) that the employee
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is expected to achieve and the activities (behaviors) that the employee is expected to carry out. The
“results expected may be expressed as some quantity and quality of output, gods, and/or objectives’
(Baker, 1988, p. 17).

Without this discussion with the employee, there is no way the manager knows that the
employee understands the inputs to the system and what is expected of him. Policy and procedure
manuas may not be available to the employee and other information may not be accurately interpreted.
Evenif dl of theinformetion is available to the employee, “the manager has no assurance that the
employee has interpreted that information in the same way as the manager” (Baker, 1988, p. 26).

Insofar as the organizationa philosophy is concerned, it can best be described as those enduring
principles and values that determine objectives and the means to achieve those objectives. Whether or
not the organization has committed their philosophy to words, “every organization has one and it applies
with equa force and vdidity to dl members’ (Baker, 1988, p. 28). Therefore, the manager and
employee must discuss what their organizationd philosophy isand how it gpplies to the employee, with
specific reference made to the employees performance.

With employee longevity comes the ability for the manager to review past performance
gopraisas. If the past performance of an employee met or exceeded the standards during previous
goprasa cycles, greater respongbilities and authority may be given to that employee. If previous
performance gppraisds have indicated areas for improvement, then this information can be used to
assg in the formulation of an action plan to help the employee achieve accepted standards (Baker,
1988).

Another important component of the performance gppraisal system is the dimension of trust.

The manager must increase the employees trugt in the PA system because high levels of trust in the
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system are likely to increase the rdidbility of the results. The manager must clearly and honestly
communicate what is done with the information produced by the performance evauations and what the
consequences of high versuslow ratingsredly are. Trust islikdy to be higher in a system designed to
be developmentd (e.g., to help improve performance) rather than a system that is punitive in nature
(e.g., used to fire poor performers) (Murphy, 1991). It isimportant that the manager impress upon the
employee that the PA is only one of severd different tools utilized by management to make personnel
decisons, such as promations and transfers.

If the manager does not take the time to review dl of the inputs to the performance appraisa
with the employee there may be difference of opinion about the philosophy, policies, and procedures
asociated with the system. The manager and the employee may interpret job requirements differently
and the employee may not understand what will be measured by the appraisa system. Furthermore, the
employee may not be prepared to provide information to their supervisor that would improve
performance and the perhaps the professond relationship.

If the manager and the employee do not reconcile ther difference in their perceptions of the
system before the eva uation period begins, there may be alack of understanding about what is being
gopraised. The manager and employee may disagree about what adequate performance is and conflicts
will remain until resolved (Baker, 1988).

The Second Step

The second step congsts of the manager, (1) observing and measuring the performance of the
employee againg the established standards, (2) coaching the employee, (3) providing feedback to the
employee on how to best improve their level of performance during the current evauation period, and

(4) providing incentives to improve poor performance. These tasks should be performed by the
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manager as often as necessary to provide the ass stance needed by the employee and to make afair
judgment of the employee’ s performance during the rating period (Baker, 1988). If these tasks are not
done then poor performance is unlikey to improve, inefficiency will continue, and it is unlikely that the
performance gppraisa system will produce valid measures of performance (Murphy, 1991).

Managers continudly provide feedback to their subordinates, whether intended or not. If the
manager is seldom seen in the workplace, he may be showing his employee sthat their performanceis
not important enough for histime. Conversdly, if the manager stops by the workplace just to make
amal talk, his employee’ s may assume there aren’ t any problems with current performance levels, even
if they are below standards. Employees may make the assumption that the manager does not know
enough about the job tasks he isto evauate and therefore can not provide assistance when it is needed.
If thistype of dysfunctiond feedback is taking place in the workplace, employees will be surprised and
angry when they receive anything less than a high rating on their performance appraisd. Managers dso
need to be trained in behaviord observation skills. Wherry (1949) suggests that “the rater should be
trained on what and how to observe’ (p. 148).

Managers that do not make the time to observe their subordinates in the work environment are
forced to chose between giving their employees inflated ratings or lower rating based upon insufficient
information or casud observation (Baker, 1988). Typicdly, ratings are inflated to avoid making unfair
judgments or to avoid confrontation with subordinates.

The Coaching Relationship

The manager coaches and collects information on the employee performance during the
evauation period. During this phase of the performance gppraisal cycle the manager should ensure that

the performance standards are understood, measure the employee performance, and to assst the
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employee in improving their performance (Baker, 1988). The coaching relationship should be atwo
way communication process. The manager isto ensure that there are no misunderstandings of the job
requirements and the desired results the organization is looking for. The manager will provide any
knowledge, kills, or experience that will contribute to the successful completion of the job task and
reinforce those behaviors that have led to successesin the padt. It isimportant for the manager to make
a*“conscious effort to recognize when the employee is performing up to expectations’ (Baker, 1988, p.
44). Only in thisway can he provide feedback to reinforce good performance. The employee fulfills his
part by (1) applying full competence to the task, (2) communicating actions that he fed's can improve
efficiency, (3) seeking help when needed, and (4) keeping the supervisor informed of his progress
(Baker, 1988).

The coaching relationship assumes that the employee wantsto do agood job. If the employee
is not performing well, then it is assumed that he does not have the training, knowledge, or toolsto
complete the task properly. The manager and employee must work together to determine the
roadblocks that are preventing the employee from succeeding. Once thisis done, it is the managers
responsibility to remove these roadblocks so that the employee can proceed unencumbered.

There are many different factors that can preclude the employee from being able to complete his
job task successfully. The manager must understand that the employee has no control over the
following factors, yet some or dl of them may be prohibiting him from performing wdll. It isthe
managers responsibility to correct and remove the following obstacles:

poor policies or procedures,
faulty measures of performance,

ineffective communication of the expected performance stlandard,
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inadequate tools and equipment,
lack of sillsor training, and
ineffective training.

If it is determined that there are no roadblocks for the employee, then the poor performance can
usudly be attributed to alack of motivation on behdf of the employee. Severd causes of poor
performance within the control of the employee could include:

apoor relationship with co-workers,

dissatigfaction with supervisors,

dissatisfaction with the organizations policies and procedures, and

persond problems at home.
If thisisthe case, then the manager can develop reinforcers designed to increase employee motivation.
These reinforcers can include, (1) regular feedback on job performance, (2) regular feedback on
improvements, and (3) regular feedback on progress towards goas (Baker, 1988). The manager may
condder asocia reward program designed to showcase improved performance like Orlando’'s MERIT
program.

Managers must redlize that in order to motivate their subordinates to improve performance, you
first have to get them to want to improve. Firgt, the manager must make sure the employee understands
how her training can be instrumenta in her success. Clarify the gods related to her improved
performance. Explain how job performance isrelated to rewards like incentives. Next, explain how the
her improved performance can enhance her rewards. The manager must remember that meaningful and

quick feedback aong with reinforcement, will hep motivate your employee. The reinforcement is
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especidly important: provide quick, positive reinforcement, such as “that was ajob well done’ (Deder,
1995).

There are severd different methods in which the manager can provide feedback/coaching to the
employee between appraisas periods. Methods that can be used are (d) showing the employee a
sampling of hiswork, (b) persona conference and reviews, (c) day-to-day comments, such as, “That’s
good work”, (d) encouraging self-evauation, (€) posting performance satistics, and (f) graphic displays
of performance measures (Baker, 1988). These types of feedback are usualy most effective when
given as soon as possible after the work has been performed and till fresh in both the manager’ s and
employee smind.

If managers do not collect information on activities and outputs during the rating period then
poor performance is not likely to improve nor good performance recognized and rewarded. Also,
forma measures of performance may be challenged if they can not be supported with documentation of
job related measures (Baker, 1988). If managers don’'t inform their employees that their performance
during the rating period is up to standards, then good performance may decline due to alack of
reinforcement and recognition.

The manager must remove the causes of poor performance that are not in the contral of the
employee. Failure to do so will result in the real causes of poor performance to continue to breed
inefficiency, and the possibility of the loss of good performers dueto alack of job satisfaction. These
roadblocks to good performance may cause superior performersto be judged as poor performers
when things go wrong, even though the employee is powerless to change them. If the manager does not
act to remove these obstacles he may lose the respect and trust of the work group.

Guiddinesfor |mproving Coaching
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The manager must avoid putting the employee on the defensve during coaching. Defenses help
protect our self images. When you attack subordinates by criticizing, arguing, or giving adviseit is
natura for them to try to defend themsdves. The employee might do this by denying they are at fault,
by getting angry, or by retregting into ashell. Therefore, Desder (1995) suggests thet:

1. recognize that defendgve behavior isnorma,

2. never dtack aman’'sdefenses. Don't try to explain aman to himsdf, and

3. pogpone action, sometimesit’s best to do nothing at dl. Given sufficient time, amore rationa
resction will take over.

The manager most dso be an active ligener. Firg, listen for the totd meaning. Most messages
have two components. the content and the feding. The manager must make sure he understands not
only the content, but more importantly the feding or attitude underlying it (Desder, 1995). Second, the
manager should respond to the employee’ s atement by restating the underlying attitudes or fedings.
Incidents, judtifications, details of arguments, and reasons are relaively unimportant. But how the
employee feds about these things isimportant. The manager should try to “help the employeeto get a
more objective view of hisfedings by restating them” (Desder, 1995, p. 383). Third, remember that
not al communicationisverba. Take note of the employee sfacid expressions, body language, and
voiceinflection. Fourth, don't act asajudge. The important part of coaching isto bring about a
congtructive change. Passing judgments and giving advice will result in defengve behavior.

While coaching, the manager should not criticize. Criticism is a negative consequence, aform of
punishment. While in the short run criticism may stop the unwanted behavior, it will deter from making

deeper inroads with the employee.
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The manager should, whenever possible, use critical incidents to document the employee's
performance. No one likes being told in vague generdities that her performance isnot up to par. Be
prepared with specific examples of effective and ineffective behavior. Be specific about the behavior
you congder unsatisfactory (Desder, 1995).

God setting should be a primary event that takes place during the coaching sesson. The best
results are usudly achieved when clear, obtainable gods are established. Goals include both the action
to take place and the time frame for completion.

The manager should try to get the employee to talk about their own perceptions of the problems
with their performance. What isit that the employee believes to be the roadblocks to her success.

Hnally, the manager should not profess to be an expert. Don't try to explain to the employee
why they are doing the things they are doing. Concentrate on “actively listening, mutudly setting gods,
and reviewing achievements’ (Bittdl, 1974, p. 287).

If the manager does not coach the employee during the gppraisal period then poor performance
will continue through the period. Worse yet, this poor performer may get transferred to another work
group and his uncorrected performance will be dlowed to continue until the new manager hasthe time
to observe the behavior and take corrective action. Finaly, the organization will be held accountable for
the termination of poor performers when no assistance or coaching has been offered to improve thelr
performance (Baker, 1988).

TheThird Step

The third step in the processis for the manager to enter the data onto the organization's
accepted evaduation form. The inputted data will include both the observations made as well asthe

feedback provided to the subordinate during the evaluation period. The primary objective of the
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performance gppraisal form isto “produce ameasure of performance with minimum administrative and
human error” (Baker, 1988, p. 53).

Insofar as the time frame to compl ete the performance appraisas are concerned, it is believed
to be more effective to complete the ratings a one time during the year for al employees, rather than
individualy on the employee anniversary date (Kdlogg, 1978). The basisfor this concluson isthat if
the appraisals are completed on the individuas anniversary date, there will dways be members of the
work group that have not received a recent performance gppraisal when personnel decisons are made.

In addition, if the performance gppraisas are not completed at the same time for al employees,
the manager is going to have difficulty being consstent. The completed performance appraisds may not
be truly reflective of which employees are the highest performers and poorest performers. If the ratings
on the performance gppraisas do not differentiate between the levels of performance of employees,
they are not very useful when making management decisons (Baker, 1988). According to Fishback
(1972) “it seems advisable to complete appraisas for al employees who are rated using the same form
a thesametime’ (p. 41). The manager can then compare and contrast the appraisas of different
employees to ensure that the ratings are consstent and reflective of the work effort. Human error is
much easier to detect and correct when al ratings are completed at the same time (Baker, 1988).

The manager proceeds to complete the performance appraisa of the employee with the inputs
from policies and procedures, observations made during the period, feedback given to the employee
during the rating period, individua coaching sessons, and information obtained from the employee.

In an effort to minimize human error during the completion of the appraisd, the manager should
be aware of the different factors that may influence hisratings. Factorsthat blind or mideed the

manager when they arein the gppraisal process are pitfdlsto be avoided. Maddux (1987) writes that
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“an gppraiser must be on guard againgt anything that distorts redlity; favorably or unfavorably” (p. 29).
The manager must strive to remain objective and display fairness and honesty when rating al employees
(Baker, 1988). Some pitfdl to avoid are:
Bias/Prgudice. Things that we tend to react to that have nothing to do with performance such as.
race, religion, and /or sex.
Trait Assessment. Too much emphasis on characteristics that have nothing to do with the job (i.e,
sncerity, friendliness).
Over emphasis on favorable or unfavorable performance of one or two tasks which could lead to an
unbalanced evauation.
Relying on impressons rather than facts.
Holding the employee responsible for things out of their control.

In the manager’ s opinion there may not have been anyone in hiswork group that displayed
exceptiona performance during the rating period. However, there may have been afew employeesthat
did demongtrate above average performance and they need to be recognized if thereisto be
improvement of the group in the future. Unless the best performers receive some kind of recognition,
the group may fed asif the manager is not looking out for ther interests. Further, the employees may
look upon this and redlize that there are no rewards or recognition for improving performance. If
another manager’ s subordinates are receiving high marks and public recognition for good performance
and your group is not, there is no incentive for your employees to improve.

The manager may fed pressure from his superiors to submit gppraisas with a certain range of
scores. The evduating manager may ddiberately raise or lower the scores of his employees to match

the preconceived notions of what upper level of management perceives performance levelsare. Ratings
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may even be lowered by managersin an atempt to hide their own ineffectiveness or to avoid losing
good employeesto other parts of the organization (McGregor, 1960).

Procedures are needed that will have the best chance of producing performance ratings thet are

congstent and comparable, and contain aminimum of errors. These procedures should include:

1. ranking al employees from highest to lowest performers,

2. identifying and recording the behaviors and outcomes upon which these judgments were based, and
3. prepaing arating for each employee that is conggtent with the ranking given.

Unless these basis procedures are followed, it is unlikely that the organization's performance
gopraisaswill differentiate between the performance levels of individud employees. If the performance
gopraisa system does differentiate between high and low performers, then this information can be used
to make management decisons. However, “it may be unwise to try to make finer discriminations
between employees using performance ratings’ (McGregor, 1960, p. 41).

By using the above procedures, differentiations can be made between the level of performance
of employeeswithin awork group. Y et, there may gill might be some difficulty when comparing ratings
between work groups with different supervisors. Although it is generdly assumed that such
comparisons are necessary, this may not always be the case. For the most part, performance appraisas
are used to identify candidates for (a) added responghilities, (b) additiona training, or (c) promation.
Performance appraisds are not very useful when making afind sdection from a group of employees
that are dl rated smilarly and the minor differencesin their ratings are not likely to be avaid bassfor
making afina sdection (Miner, 1975). Thefind sdection of employees from a group of candidates
must be based upon criteria such as: prior experience, seniority, demondtrated skill, education, interview

Scores, assessment center scores, and others.
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Thefind step before the manager completes the performance gppraisa form isto discuss with
the employee his perceptions of hislevel of performance during the rating period. The objective of this
processisto: (a) offer the employee the opportunity to communicate information to the supervisor that
he fedsisimportant, (b) to ensure that the supervisor has dl of the facts before completing the
performance gppraisal, and (c) to develop a mutual understanding of the two perceptions of the
employee' slevel of performance (Baker, 1988). The degree that these objectives are achieved
depends on “the leadership and communication skills of the manager and the persondity and
communication skills of the employee’ (Baker, 1988, p. 58).

Sometimes managers are influenced by information obtained from sources of which the
employeeisunaware. Thisinformation maybe second or third hand, inaccurate, and unfair. Needless
to say, the employee may not be aware of it or may not have been given the opportunity to set the
record sraight. Herein lies the importance of this conference, the employeeis given aforum to ensure
that the manager has only factud information upon which to base hisrating on. The degree that the
employee s participation in this process influences the find rating may depend on severd different
factors. These may include: how well the employee states his case, the relationship between the
employee and the manager, and how credible the manager believes hisdatais (Baker, 1988).

After the discussion with the employee about the perceptions of hisleve of performance, the
manager completes the performance gppraisa form. The objective of this processisto produce a
measure with minimum human and adminidrative error. Examples of humean error are leniency,
drictness, centrd tendency, persond bias, or hao effect. The hao effect iswhen the appraiser assgns
the samerating to al traits regardiess of an employee' s actud performance on these traits. The problem

occurs with employees who are friendly (or unfriendly) towards the supervisor. The unfriendly
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employee will often be rated unsatisfactory for dl traitsrather than amply for the trait of getting dong
with others (Desder, 1995).

Centrd tendency is the gravitation of dl score to the middle, producing an appraisd that reflects
performance that is neither good nor bad, but just average. This problem makes the performance
gppraisa usdessfor promotion or counsaling purposes.

Some supervisors tend to rate dl their subordinates consastently high (or low). Thisiscdled a
leniency/dtrictness problem. This problem can often be solved by forcing the manager to recognize and
digtinguish between the high and low performersin hiswork group.

The problem with biasis usudly more difficult to ded with. Thisisthe problem of how the
employee' s sex or race affects the rating he obtains. Desder (1995) points out thereis®...no easy way
to predict just what effect this bias problem may have on the appraisd, the best one can do is be on
guard againgt being a biased appraiser” (p. 381).

The most important thing that upper management can do to keep the number of errorsto a
minimum is to provide clear goprasa ingructions and gppraisd training. Evenif thetraining isjust for
five or ten minutes, managers who are trained to minimize rating errors do far better than those who are
not trained (Desder, 1995).

Upon completion of the gppraisal form, the manager should forward the gppraisd to his
superior. The objective of this processisto provide information to upper management about the
performance of the work force, determine the ability of the first line manager to appraise the
performance of hiswork group, and to detect and correct any human error that may have occurred.
Typicdly upper management does not have the ability to amend the gppraisds. If an upper leve

manager believes that ahuman error or the judgments made are inaccurate, he may return the gppraisa
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to the lower manager for further judtification or reconsideration (Miner, 1975). Performance gppraisals
should be returned only in certain circumstances and with caution. According to Miner (1975) the
purpose must be:

... to correct adminigtrative or human error, not to ingtruct the first level manager how to rate his

employees. When thereis undue pressure or influence exercised by the second leve

supervisor, somefirst level supervisors may react by saying what they think the boss wantsto

hear rather than providing an accurate measure of performance (p. 382).

The Fourth Step

Thefind step of the typica performance gppraisal processis to provide a performance
review/feedback to the subordinate. The primary focus of this review is to inform the employee of the
rating he or she has recelved for the period. There are two schools of though insofar as having to show
the employee his scores from the performance gppraisa. One group believes that if the employeeisto
trust and have confidence in the system, he must see his scores. On the other Sde of the cain, it is
widely held that if amanager knows from the outset that the employee will see the ratings given, the
manager will inflate those ratings. With the enactment of the Federd Privacy Act of 1973, this has
become amoot point. Federa legidation mandates that employees have access to records relating to
their quaifications for employment, promation, pay raises, and dl documents reating to discipline or
discharge (Baker, 1988).

Employers and employees are inevitability best served by dlowing employee access to thelr

completed performance gppraisals. Thefird reesonisthat if the employee isto maintain confidencein
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the system, his must be able to review his scores. If the gppraisals were withheld, uncertainty and
sugpicion may result which would limit the willing participation of the employee. Second, if gppraisds
are to influence performance in a pogtive way, the results must be communicated. Third, accessto the
results provides an opportunity for an individua to challenge judgments or to correct the Smple mistake
that are inevitable in any sysem. Findly, accessto such information is essentid if the rights of
employees are to be protected (Wells, 1982).

After completing the performance gppraisa, the manager and employee will meet to discussthe
find forma summary of the employee' s performance.  According to Baker (1988) the objectives of this
process are to:

1. reinforce good performance,

2. identify areas where improvement is needed or can be made,
3. provide incentives for improving poor performance, and

4. permit averba gpped or rebuttd.

Therole of the manager in this processis to provide feedback without animosity, to praise as
well as critique, to confront employees congructively, to listen effectively, and to be sengtive to the
Stuations and conditions the employees face (Wels, 1982). If the previous steps of the gppraisal
process have been achieved, the contents of the fina performance summary should be no surprise to the
employee. Howeve, if the employee is given anything less than the maximum rating, the manager must
be prepared to explain why in terms of on the job behaviors and results (Baker, 1988).

Regardless of the rating, the manager and the employee should make an effort to identify areas
where performance improvements can be made. For agood performer, this may mean identifying areas

the abilities and skills of the employee are not fully utilized. For the poor performer, this may mean
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identifying areas where effort or better skills are needed. In generd, the manager must impart upon the
employee that he will assst the employee in any way possible (Baker, 1988).

Most subordinates with performance problems do not know they redlly have a problem, do not
know specificaly what it is they are doing wrong, and do not know specificadly what it isthey must do
differently to correct the problem (Fournies, 1983). A “mutud effort is necessary for employee
improvement to occur, the manager must manage for change, the employee must change’ (Fournies,
1983, p. 13-2).

It isimportant to get the employee to talk fredy during the gppraisa review. Redidticdly, the
employee should do most of the talking during the review. Maddux (1987) writes that “ ordinarily,
employee s often say very little during an gppraisd” (p. 41). There are severd reasonsfor this, which
may include:

The employee does not understand the purpose of the appraisa and is afraid to express an opinion.

The employee is not given the chance to express an opinion.

The employee was not given time to prepare for the meeting.

The employee' s thoughts were taken lightly.
It is the managers responghility to overcome this reluctance to enter into dialog by cresting the right type
of nonthreatening, co-operative atmosphere. There are afew smple steps the manager can take to
accomplish thistask. Firgt, be descriptive rather than judgmenta. When amanager is judgmental about
aemployee s behavior it will usudly put the employee on the defensive. The manager should attempt to
alow the employee to suggest and develop solutions to her particular problem. Using descriptive, non
judgmenta language in the review shows a commitment to analyze and resolve a problem (Maddux,

1987).
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Second, the manager should be supportive of the employee, not authoritarian. It is sometimes
an unconscious act on the part of the manager to start dictating how things are going to get done.
Supporting the employee sideas and suggestions will encourage her to solve issue' s before they ever
develop into problems. It isimportant that the manager focus on the problem and not the employee.
According to Maddux (1987) “a supportive approach promotes better listening by both parties, and
permits a climate where disagreement is not only accepted, but invited” (p. 42).

Third, the manager that places too much emphasis on their position and power often create
barriers between themsalves and their subordinates. Managers should respect the opinions and
viewpoints of their subordinates and encourage their contribution to the process. Employees gppreciate
asupervisor that sharesinformation, asks for opinions, and listens to ideas (Maddux, 1987).

Fourth, the manager must be accepting to differing viewpoints, especidly those coming from
their subordinates. If the manager entersinto a discussion with an employee about a particular problem
with a closed mind, the employee will be quick to sense this and not share her ideas. Things have
aready been decided. Thisaction, if repeated often enough, will stifle the initiative of the employee.
Managers “who listen to employee input, or dlow their ideas to be chalenged ..., Simulate enthusiasm,
creetivity, and productivity. A supervisor who accepts employee input recognizes their vaue, capitdizes
on their knowledge and builds confidence in the work group” (Maddux, 1987, p. 43.)

Upon completion of the review, most organization’s policies require the employee to sgn the
gopraisa form denoting the review has taken place, and that the employee understands the right to
goped or submit arebuttal of the rating.

The two primary objectives of the performance review are to (1) point out areas where the

employee could improve his performance, and (2) develop aplan to improve the performance. This
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effort may be complicated if the employee becomes defensive and the entire discussion is consumed by
him defending his actions. At this point it would be difficult to plan for future performance. Nether the
manager nor the employeeisin the proper frame of mind to plan for the future immediately following a
critique of past performance (Wdls, 1982). Therefore, the critique of performance and planning for
future performance should be separated and discussed at different times.

If the manager does not take the time to carry out the performance review with the employee,
severd problem can arise. Firgt, good performers may fed as though ther efforts are not gppreciated
or recognized. Second, job skill and behaviors that need to be improved may not be identified or
understood by the employee. Third, managers will not provide rewards for good performance or
motivation and incentives for improving poor performance. Lagt, the lack of such adiscusson may
result in conflict and may be cited in legd proceedings at alater date (Baker, 1988).

After the completion of the current performance gppraisal cycle and a short period of time has
passed, the manager can return to each employee to mutually discuss and develop plans for improved
future performance. The manager and employee should outline in detall the types of actions and
behaviors that the employee can improve upon to increase future ratings and enhance future successes
(Baker, 1988). Many performance reviews fail because the manager and employee end the session
with differing perceptions about what is to be accomplished and what was agreed. To prevent thisthe
manager should, (1) summarize what was discussed, (2) give the employee a chance to ask questions,
(3) express appreciation for the employee s participation, and (4) commit the plan and agreementsto
writing (Maddux, 1987).

The employee must dso have the right to apped his performance rating. There should be

established procedures that dlow the employee to challenge the measures that he perceivesto bein
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error or unfair. This process should afford the opportunity for employees to present rebutting evidence.
If this process is not accessible to the employee, unfair errors in judgment may go undetected.
Employees may fed they have no way of influencing matters that decide their future and may losefath in
the appraisa process. Findly, the lack of such recourse may be cited in legd proceedings (Wells,
1982).

M aintaining Data Files

Upon receipt of the completed performance appraisas, the Human Resources Department
should have the ahility to enter the ratings into a database for future measure. The objective of this
process are to, (1) maintain arecord of information that can be easily accessed and manipulated to meet
the needs of management, and (2) maintain a permanent record of the employee’ s performance.
Without database capabilities, usng performance ratings for personnel management decisionsisa
difficult and time consuming process.

Attempts to manudly process this data are |abor intensgve and excessive time will be required to
retrieve, andyze, and utilize performance data. Additiondly, vaid and reliable information on
performance may not be available for making personnd management decisons. Next, the organization
may be missng the opportunity to utilize this resource as a source of information for performance
recognition and rewards. Lastly, the measures of performance collected viathe gppraisa syssem may
not be available to justify management decisions when required (Wells, 1982). For this reason,
“organizations that do not establish automated data files have difficulty vaidating sdection criteriaand
complying with EEOC Guiddines’ (Baker, 1988, p. 70).

Goals and Standards
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The gppraisa process sarts when the employee and the manager reach amutud understanding
of what needs to be accomplished. If expectations are not clearly stated, mutualy understood and
presented in measurable terms, performance will be difficult to evduate. Gods and Sandards are
methods by which job expectations can be measured. Managers must be able to clearly explain the
differences between gods and standards to their employees so that both parties know how they will be
used during the appraisal process (Maddux, 1987). A god is a statement of expected results. Goals
can describer (1) conditions that will exist at the end of a period, (2) the time frame required for the
desired results, and (3) the resources required to achieve the results. God's should be established with
employee participation and designed to reflect their abilities and training. If the established gods are
accomplished, then they can be used as a new base line to establish the next set of goals (Maddux,
1987).

Standards are performance levels that must be met time and time again. Standards are usualy
expressed quantitatively and refer to such things as employee attendance or safety Sandards.
Standards are mogt effective when established in cooperation with labor and management. In generd,
the godls of the organization are geared towards the expectations of management and standards are
established to give direction to the work force (Maddux, 1987).

Setting goas for individual employee isimportant because they may not understand thet their
current behavior is not producing desired results. The employee may think that he is doing what is
expected and knows no better. Sometimes “just showing an employee how he isactudly performing
relative to the established standards is enough to bring his performance back in lineg” (Maddux, 1987, p.
169). According to Maddux (1987), “ hard gods result in higher levels of performance than do easy

gods, and that specific hard gods results in higher leves of performance than do no godsor a
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generdized god of just trying to do one sbest” (p.169). An employee' s conscious intentions guides his
actions and agod is smply what the employee is conscioudy trying to do. Therefore, the higher and
more specific the employee s gods are, the harder the employee will try and the higher his performance
will be (Maddux, 1987). Maddux (1987) writes tht,

the setting of agod that is both specific and chdlenging leads to an increase in performance

because it makesiit clearer to the individud what he is supposed to do. Thisin turn may provide

the worker with a sense of achievement, recognition, and commitment, in that he can compare
how wdl heis doing now versus how wel he has done in the past and in some instances, how

well heisdoing in comparison to his peers (p. 170).

In establishing gods with employes, it isimportant to remember that the goals must be
obtainable by the employee, both observable and measurable by management, and relevant to the
individud employee' sjob function. If unredistic gods are developed and the employee failsto obtain
the inflated god, hisfath in obtaining the next periods godswill be diminished. The gods must aso be
observable and measurable by management so that the employee’ sincreasing performance can be
documented. Findly, gods established that are not relevant and will not benefit the employeein his
current assgnment will just result in wasted effort.

Hence, it isimperative that the manager Sits down with each of his subordinates and develops
specific godsfor that individua prior to an evauation period, rather than setting no gods or telling them
to do their best. This process will substantialy improve their performance over the evauation period.

Traditionaly, most organizations have individua performance gpprasd systemsin place. The
focus then becomes what needs to be done to ensure the existing PA system is working and what can

be done to make that system work better (Baker, 1988).
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Document the System Design

Baker (1988) designed a process that can be used to determine the effectiveness of an
organization's PA system. This processwill permit a determination of whether a PA system achieves or
does not achieve what it sets out to do and to identify what iswrong if it is not working (p.11). This
method is broken down into three basic steps:

1. document the system design,
2. determineif the systemis being used as designed, and
3. determineif the objectives of the PA are being achieved.

Documenting the system design conssts of ensuring that dl the procedure guiddines,
supervisor's handbook, and employee guides that explain the PA process are incorporated into one
manud. There must be one source of information that anyone within the organization can reference to
understand how the system is designed to function. The manua should reflect what is expected of both
management and employees during the PA process. This manud should be reviewed periodicaly to
ensure that any policies or procedures pertaining to the PA process not covered in writing, are added to
the document.

Determineif the System is being used as Designed

The second step is used to determine if the PA processis being properly administered
according to manud. Isindividua employee performance data collection and retention taking place?
Are employees receiving coaching between review periods? Are the forms being completed properly?
Arethe forms being retained according to policy? If it is determined that some of the necessary steps
are not taking place, corrective action should be implemented by management.

Determineif the Objectives of the PA are being Achieved
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The third step of the processisto survey the users of the system to determine whether or not
the mutualy agreed upon objectives of labor and management are being met by the PA system. Isthe
current PA system providing the type of datathat it was designed to produce? |Isthe PA system
providing forma measures of performance that can be used to enhance the performance of the
individuad and the organization.? If the PA system is not producing the needed information, then a
redesign may be appropriate (Baker, 1988).

Through the use of this process, organizations can critique their current PA system to determine
if itis producing the type of data, feedback, and persona development guiddinesit was origindly
designed to do.

Performance appraisa can be the most powerful tool amanager has to enhance a subordinates
productivity. Conversdy, the performance gppraisal syslem can stir strong fedling and conflict in the
work place (Baker, 1988).

Because of the potentid for conflict, an organization’s PA system is often |eft dlowed to
function ineffectively, in order to avoid open conflict. Everyone within the organization knows that the
PA system is not working but does nothing to change it aslong asthe conflict remainsat alow leve. As
long as the measures of performance produced by the system are not used for anything, most everyone
samply ignores the problem. When it becomes gpparent that good performance ratings are of little
importance, both supervisors and employees lose faith in the system (Baker, 1988).

The primary risks associated with a PA system that is not functiondly properly are asfollows
1. employees may not know what is expected of them,

2. appropriate actions may not take place to correct poor performance,

3. thebest and most qudified persond may not be selected for advancement,
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4. vdid and reliable measures of performance may not be produced by the system,
5. the organization may not have a defense when persond decisons are chalenged, and
6. theoverdl output and efficiency of the work force may decline.

Well Planned Performance Appraisals

Managers responsible for the completion of performance gppraisals on their subordinates often
assign alow priority to them because they do not see the benefits of agood gppraisal sesson. There
are severd digtinct advantages of doing a performance gppraisd in atimey manner:

performance appraisals can provide vauable insght into the work done by the employee and which
employees are completing which tasks,

with the open communications established through the performance appraisa process, job
expectations, job results, and the opportunities for new and improved methods for completing the
work tasks are continually discussed,

the anxiety of the work force is reduced because the employees know how they are performing,
there are no surprises about the quality of the work,

individual employee productivity isincreased because they are receiving timely corrective feedback
on their performance,

through public recognition of superior performers, there is reinforcement of sound work practices
and encourage othersto raise ther leve of performance, and

the performance appraisa processis excellent preparation for advancement and increased
responsbility (Maddux, 1987).

Expectations of Subordinates
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A key dement in the success of any performance appraisa system are the perceptions of those
receiving the evauation. Employees expect many different things from their superiors and the successful
manager must attempt to meet these needs, display these qudities, and demonstrate proficiency. The
following isalig of expectations from employees of their supervisors.

assignment of task that are consstent with the employees training and bilities,

clear communication of what is expected of the employee,

clearly establish the limits of authority and respongbility,

managers will not “micro manage’” where it is ingppropriate to do so,

listen to and consider new ideas and recommendations for change,

provide an environment that encourage open and frank communications,

maintain interpersona relaionships that permit the discussion of unresolved problems, soliciting and
giving advice, recelving and giving condructive criticiam, and exchanging unfavorable informetion
without fear of damaging the relationship,

be knowledgeable about his own job and demonstrate competency,

maintain acam professond gpproach in Stuations involving conflict,

provide support to employees who are unjustly criticized,

provide appropriate rewards for superior performance,

be an advocate for an employees cause when it istime for his advancement,

provide ass stance on tasks which may be above the levd of training of the employee, and

take the time to fully understand, evauate, and critique the work of employeesin a condructive
manner.

M easuring Perfor mance - the Rating Form
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The manager must take the time at the beginning of the evaluation period to review the
compoasition of the current performance appraisa form with the employee.  If an employee is not made
aware of what is measured on the forms than the system will have no influence on performance and the
rating will cause conflict and mistrust when the employeeisfindly given hisrating.

The supervisor and the employee should review the form to be used, develop a mutua

understanding of what it measures, identify the behaviors and outcomes that will be judged as

evidence of good performance, and insure that there is amutua understanding of what the

performance rating will be used for (Baker, 1988, p. 33).

There anumber of different methods that have been developed to measure performance. Itis
the god of the performance gppraisa to provide two distinct pieces of information to the organization at
the completion of the process. Thefirst isto provide feedback to the employee s0 that a development
plan can be formulated to improve future performance. The second isto provide supervisors with the
information necessary to make informed management decisons. Some methods provide management
information and don’'t do agood job of providing feedback, while other methods do just the opposte.
All methods have advantages and disadvantages and dl are subject to error. Due to this fact, most
organization utilize a combination of different methods to measure performance (Oberg, 1972).

Thefird type of performance measuring is the narrative summary. With this method the
supervisor produces awritten summary at the end of an gppraisa cycle. The supervisor will describe
observed behaviors, conformance to established standards, and performance results. If the supervisor
has been coaching and providing feedback to the employee during the evauation period, the contents of

the summary will come as no surprise to the employee. Thisis agood method for providing feedback
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to the employee, but it does not provide ameasure of the difference between the performance of
different employees. Also, this method is susceptible to human error.

The second method of performance measure israting scales. An example of the graphical rating
scdeisthe Behaviora Anchored Rating Scde (BARS). BARS measure job dimengions expressed in
terms of job behaviors. Anchors (employee behaviors) are developed to measure performance in a
particular job dimension. Supervisors then rate the employee in each of the anchorsto amass atota
scorefor theindividud. Examples of anchors may include:

would go out of her way to help others,

would make big problems out of little ones,

would lose her temper when something goes wrong, and
would help other after she finished her work, etc.

These anchors help the manager to make more exact judgments for each employee (Baker,
1988). BARS provide excdlent feedback to the employee aswdll as providing aranked order list of
superior to poor performers.

The third method of performance rating isthe checklist. Here, job behaviorsfor all facets of a
particular job are listed and the manager must smply check off the behavior he has observed during the
period. Checklists are good for providing feedback to the employee because observed behaviors are
recorded rather than judgments being made by the manager (Baker, 1988).

Employee’ s Response to the Per for mance Appr aisal

In general, the employees response to the performance agppraisa process will be positive if the
following criteria are met:

gppraisas are conducted frequently,
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thereisaforma system of appraisd,

managers have a high degree of job knowledge,

employees have an opportunity to apped their ratings,

the performance dimengons are seen to be highly rdevant, and

action plans formulated ded with present weaknesses.
Accordingly, if the “organizationd culture is one of fairness and accuracy, supervisor-subordinate
relations are close, and trugt is a vaued norm within the organization it would seem reasonable to expect
the PA system will be better received than if the climate were one of competitiveness’ (Murphy, 1991,
p. 252).

Conversdy, if there are, (1) widespread conflict and misunderstandings between employees and
supervisors when providing feedback, (2) excessive number of rebuttals of ratings, and (3) ratings so
inflated that they do not differentiate between the level of performance between employee, then an
examination of the system is needed. Probable causes of these problems that should be examined are:
poorly congtructed rating instrument, fallure to train the rater, lack of communication kills, falure to
carry out al of the stepsin the appraisal process, and/or human error (Baker, 1988).

Job Satisfaction in Relation to Employee Perfor mance

There are two basic theories of how job satisfaction isrelated to job performance, (1) job
satisfaction leads to improved job performance, and (2) that rewards and recognition |lead to both job
satisfaction and subsequent improved performance (Desder, 1995). It has been suggested that job
satisfaction leads to improved performance when there is an associated boost of morde in the work
place. Desder (1995) contends that the smple axiom of “happy workers are better workers’ is

fundamentaly truein agenerd sense, but does not dways hold true (p. 206). Boosting morale may
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have some positive effects on the organization but it does not dways result in improved performance.
Attempts by management to raise morae, such as giving everyone apay raise or providing higher qudity
uniforms, may raise morale, but performance will usualy remain the same (Desder, 1995). According
to Desder (1995), the second theory states that rewards and recognition:

... which are based on performance, lead to both job satisfaction and improved performance.

It isthe reward that causes both performance and satisfaction: the expectation of areward leads

to performance and the reward itself then resultsin satisfaction. The relationship between

satisfaction and performance is reciprocd: performance leads to rewards and satisfaction, and

the expectation of rewards then leads to further performance. Therefore, it is when the reward

- and the satidfaction - is seen as a consequence of good performance that satisfaction seemsto

lead to good performance (p. 205).

Performance gppraisd is a cornerstone of an effective reward system. Because job satisfaction
and performance are 0 dosaly reated, management must drive to develop and continudly utilize a
comprehensive employee reward and recognition program to identify superior performers. Recognition
of ajob well done by an employee' s supervisors and peers will add tremendous job satisfaction to
those deserving individuas.

Incentivesfor Manager sto Complete Accurate Performance Appraisals

If the organization does not utilize the information and data produced from the performance
gppraisal process, then thereislittle incentive for the manager to submit accurate gppraisas. For the
manager, there are typically few rewards and many pendties for doing accurate performance appraisas
(Murphy, 1991). Employees are likely to regard aless than glowing performance gppraisal asa

punishment, even if it isrichly deserved, and honest gppraisads are likdly to lead to ill will between
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supervisor and subordinate. The smplest way for the manager to avoid this Stuation isto inflate the
employee sratings.

Managers may aso be hesitant to give their subordinates repeated poor marks due to the fact
that this may reflect poorly on their own abilities to develop superior performers. One of the mangers
jobsisto develop her subordinates and get the best performance possible out of them. With repeated
poor marks it may gppear that the manager isfaling short on thisjob dimengon. Thisfact isespecidly
true where other manager’ s peers routindy turn in high ratings.

In an effort to avoid this, the organization must ensure thet the rater is buffered from the negetive
consequencesthat are likely to occur if low ratings are given. Second, some means of assessing the
accuracy of the ratings must be established so that accurate raters can be rewarded (Murphy, 1991).
These two tasks are typicdly difficult to implement because the data is collected from only one
individud (the supervisor) and there is no readily available sandards for evauating those ratings
(Murphy and Bazer, 1981).

According to Carroll (1982) “the supervisor receives no rewards from the organization for
doing accurate appraisals and few if any sanctions for inaccurate gppraisas’ (p. 192). Organizations
send mixed messages to raters regarding the vaue of accurate performance appraisas. Officid
organization statements stress the value of good performance gppraisals but take no steps to reward
these valued outcomes. Murphy (1991) writesthat “we know of no organization that includes the
rater’ s accuracy as an evauator of ratee performance as part of his or her performance appraisa” (p.
192). A manager might infer from thisthat her organization does not redly care about the qudity of

performance gppraisd data. If an organization is unwilling to reward good gppraisers and sanction poor
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ones, it would appear that thisinference is correct, regardless of stated company policy (Murphy,
1991).

Performance Appraisal Ethics

A manager has the responsbility for achieving results for her organization, not at the expense of
the employee, but with their help and through their efforts (Kellogg, 1975). To this extent, her judgment
about employee performance lies within gppropriate ethical boundaries. She does not judge the worth
of the employee or pendize him for vaues different from her own. The gppraisal of the employee's
performance is the managers opinion. The manager Smply makes judgments whether or not the
employee is accomplishing previoudy agreed upon results, that is, whether he isfulfilling hisrolein the
organization (Kdlogg, 1975).

It isimportant that the manager make an honest appraisal of the employee. If the manager
makes only favorable statements, two things can hgppen. Fird, the manager will unintentionaly mideed
al those that attempt to apply her appraisa data. Second, the manager’ s superior performerswill be
grouped into the same categories that the poor performers are. These superior performers will suffer
because others within the organization will be unable to distinguish between the two groups and
opportunities that may have been available to the better performers, may be lost (Kellogg, 1975). The
manager that “ gives an unjudtifiable flattering gppraisal isjust as mideading, just as unethicd, and just as
unfair to an employee as is the manager who gives an unjustifiable unflattering appraisd” (Kellogg,
1975, p. 14).

Kellogg (1975) writes that:
The essentids are that the manager set a high vaue on each person with whom he works,

recognize his own inadequacy to appraise any aspect of another human being perfectly;
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undergtand the possible impact, favorable and unfavorable, of his evauative judgments; and act

accordingly (p. 20).
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PROCEDURES

Definition of Terms

Evaduation Used as a generd term to describe the process of comparing what isto be
evauated to some standard. The purpose of this comparison isto identify discrepanciesin what isbeing
evaluated (Baker, 1988).

Performance Appraisa. |saspecid form of evaduation involving a comparison of the observed

performance of an employee with a performance standard which describes what the employeeis
expected to do in terms of behaviors and results (Baker, 1988).

Performance Appraisal Sysem. A series of actionsthat are carried out in sequence by

supervisors and employees to: (1) plan what employees are to do, (2) insure that employees understand
what is expected of them, (3) assist employees to perform up to sandards, and (4) provide information
for making management decisons (Baker, 1988).

Assessment. Judging the potentia of an employee for future job assgnments.

Performance Review. Forma or informd discussion between a supervisor and an employee

about the levd of the employee' s performance (Baker, 1988).
Ratee. The employee being evduated.
Rater. The supervisor completing the performance gppraisa on his subordinate.

Company Officer. The company officer with the OFD holds the rank of Lieutenant.

M.E.R.I.T.S. A formd employee award and recognition program for superior performing
individuas, opento dl city workers. The Mayor hogs different MERIT events during the year to
publicly recognize the individua’ s performance and how their actions have enriched the city’ s level of

service to the community.
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Resear ch M ethodol ogy

The desired outcome of this research was to cregate a performance agppraisa for the Company
Officer pogtion with an accompanying coaching guiddine. The research was historica research in that a
literature review was conducted to understand the key components of a successful performance
gppraisal system. The data gathered was based on comparative analysis of other performance appraisa
systems, and on the experience and advice of human resource officids, legd officers, and fire officids.

The research was action research in that the information gathered through historica research
was applied to the actud problem of a poorly constructed performance appraisa system. This
information was embodied in Appendix C as a new performance appraisa for the Company Officer
position.

Assumptions and Limitations

This new tool for the Didtrict Officer isonly as good as the training the officer receives as he
triesto appliesit. During the author’s 17 year tenure with the Orlando Fire Department, there hasn't
been atraining class offered on the topic of how to effectively administer a performance gppraisas, nor
has there been a class on coaching employees for improved performance. This research project is
meant to fill thisvoid. The comprehengve literature review was designed to enlighten those officers with
adedreto learn what the key components are to effective gppraisa, roadblocks to avoid during the
process, and how to get their employee to talk to them about their performance.

It is hoped that the information contained herein will be reed, discussed, and scrutinized by both
Chief and Company Officersdike. It isonly through this educationd process that both sides can learn

and grow to develop a better understanding of what superior performanceisal about.
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Survey: Definition of Population

A survey of 100 fire departments was conducted to andyze the different types of contemporary
gopraisa systemsthat are in use today for the Company Officer podition. The purpose of the survey
was to quantify the number of departments, both localy and nationdly, that (1) train their work force on
the fundamentas of performance gppraisd, (2) have forma recognition programsin place to recognize
superior performers, and (3) use graphica displays of performance measures as part of the gppraisd
process.

Population of the Survey

The population of the survey included 77 fire departments from across the nation and 23 fire
departments within the Central Floridaregion. The 23 loca departments were selected because they
share demographics smilar to the City of Orlando. The reason for this mix was to ensure that there was
both anationa and loca perspective reflected in the survey results. Appendix E containsalist of the
departments the surveys were mailed to.

Collection of Data

There were 57 nationd surveys returned of the 77 sent out for a 74% response rate and 19

locd surveyswere returned of the 23 sent out for a 82% response rate.
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RESULTS

Answersto Resear ch Questions

Research Question 1.  The shortcomings of the current performance gppraisal system liesin the

fact that the primary focusis on the numerica rating derived from the observation of past behaviors.
Even with the numerica rating, comparisons between Company Officers are not made, nor does the
department recognize those superior performers or extend additiona responsibilities to them which
would help in their development for future promotions.

This research has shown thet it isimperative that the superior officer follow a complete four step
process during the evaluation period. The current gppraisal does not address this four step process.
Currently, a manager does not:

tell his employee what is going to be expected of her during the upcoming evauation period,
both observe and provide continuous feedback to the employee during the rating period,
advise the employee of the time for their upcoming performance review.

Research Question 2. The research has shown that a key to improved job performance is job

satisfaction. An employee must be recognized for his efforts. Improved job performance leads to
rewards and job satisfaction, and the expectation of future rewards then leads to further performance.
It isthe rewards that cause both performance and satisfaction. Therefore, the cycle of rewards, which
leads to improved performance, which leads to increased job satisfaction, which leads right back to
rewards must be established. The City of Orlando has an established employee recognition program
cdl MERITS. As previoudy mentioned, part of the coaching guiddinesthat will result from this
research, it will be recommended that the employees that show the most improvement from one

evauation period to the next and the superior performers be recognized through this established
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program. The research has shown that formd recognition, in front of your peers, provides wonderful
motivation.

Research Question 3. Asoutlined in the research, one of the most important functions that a

manager can provide to her employees isto remove the roadblocks to their success. Often their are
conditions under which the employee haslittle or no control over that impedes their progress. The
manager must understand it is his respongbility to remove these roadblocks and alow the employee to
progress.

Employee coaching is the foca point of this research. Asdepicted in the literature review, the
manager must constantly provide feedback to her employees so they know exactly where they stand on
the performance continuum. L ots of conversation between manager and employee about every topic
other than performance can send a message that the manager does not perceive performance to be of
any importance. Not talking with the well performing employees about performance may lead them to
think that there is no room for improvement or growth. Employee coaching is an ongoing, continuos,
daily growth process that should be addressed in a positive, congtructive manner.

Research Question 4. The Orlando Fire Department collects from its COs monthly statistical

information on the gods and objectives established by the Fire Chief at the beginning of each fiscd year.
These gatistics include items such as: hours of company classes taught, area survey hours, fire hydrants
tested, commercid building fire ingpections completed, gdlons of company training water flowed, etc.
Typicdly, thisinformation is forwarded to the Deputy Chief at the end of each quarter and filed.

As part of this project, this existing Quarterly Report has been enhanced to include graphica
information representing the number of fire hydrants that have been flowed versus the number assigned

at the beginning of the fiscal year. A graph has been added to represent the total number of company
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class hours taught by each engine and truck company officer from the first day of the fiscd year
(October 1) to date. A graph has been added to depict the total gallons of company training water
flowed by each engine and truck company officer from the start of the fiscd period to date. Once these
new Quarterly Reports are printed, they will be distributed to the Deputy Chief and back to each
Digrict Officer to be used as part of the coaching process. Never before has the District Officer been
able to gpproach one of his subordinates and objectively compare his performance on these three
generic indicator of performance to the other 25 Company Officers on his shift! The Didtrict Chief, a a
glance, will be able to reward superior performers and counsd those COs that are not meeting current
department goals and objectives. The revised Quarterly report isincluded as Appendix D.

Research Question 5. Trust is an intricate part of the performance appraisal process. It is

imperdtive tha the employee maintain trust in the sysem if it is going to function properly. Asdepicted
in the research, high levels of trugt in the system are likely to increase the reliability of theresults. The
importance of reliable results pertains to the ability to compare results across the board. The
adminigtration should be ableto look at dl CO performance gppraisals and determine who is most likely
to be ready for additiona responshilities and/or specidized training. If the employee can trugt that dl
individuds are treated the same and the information is going to be used to enhance future performance,
then it will be easier for the employee to “buy into the system”.

Research Question 6. The completed, reviewed, and signed performance appraisas are

forwarded to the Human Resources Department for retention. Thisis where the information gpparently
gopsflowing. It isimperative that the information contained within the gppraisd, or at least the
numerica rating portion, be entered into a database so that quick retrieva of the information is available.

When the adminigration has to make promotiond, duty assgnments, and other personnd decisons,
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they must have quick accessto these records. If the appraisals are only kept as hard copies and the
information is not entered into a database, then it takes consderably more time to compare and contrast
performance ratings. The conversion of this new performance gppraisa into a database format is
beyond the scope of this research project.

Research Question 7. One hundred fire departments were surveyed with respect to their

performance appraisal process. Over 77% of the respondents stated that they have aformd
performance gppraisad systemin place. Conversdy, on the topic of how the results of the performance
gppraisals are used (Question 11, i.e., results used to devel op the employee), only 25% of respondents
stated that the performance appraisa process was used in some fashion to provide better employee
development plans, increase avareness of the employee’ s performance level, and make an effort
towards addressing current employee weaknesses.

Results of the Survey

Out of the 100 fire departments surveyed, Appendix B reflects that over 77% of respondents
have aforma performance appraisa system in place. Of the 23% of respondents that Stated they did
not have an performance gppraisal processin place, many different reasons were cited asto why this
was truein their department (Question 1).

The survey showed that 70% of respondents review the performance appraisal with the
employee only once ayear. Question 3 goes on to depict that another 7% of respondents only review
the performance gppraisal with the employee when it istime to make promotions. It isthe remaining
23% that have multiple review periods throughout the yesar.

When asked if their department incorporated any additiond ingtruments to augment the

performance appraisa (i.e., coaching guide, interim feed back secessions, etc.) over 80% did not
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(Appendix B). Of those departments that do incorporate additiona instrumentsinto the process, the
following were cited as additions:
Critical incident file. Significant event review every three months with subordinates.
Company performance indicators. Companies are tested againgt established time frames for
completing predetermined tasks. Reviews are part of the appraisal process.
Company datigtica comparison. Quarterly gods that can be quantified are compared to the results
of the entire shift to depict those exceeding, mesting, or faling short of established departmenta
gods.

Insofar as the supervisors sources of information for the gppraisa is concerned, the mix was
amos evenly split between three methods. Question 6 reflects that:

42% get their information from employee s peers and through persond observation,
31% use peers, the employee’ s subordinates, and persona observation,
27% use persond observation of the employee only.

Training programs devoted towards enhancing the raters ability to complete the gppraisa
process are not widespread. Question 7 reflects that over 62% of responding departments do not offer
any formd training to the rater for either completing the gppraisal form or coaching the employee for
future successes.

Another overwhdming gtatistic is the percentage of departments that do have performance
gopraisa systemsin place, but do not have an employee recognition program. Approximately 60% of
the departments with appraisals syssemsin place have no forma means whereby superior performers
can be publicly recognized for their efforts (Question 8). For those 40% of respondents that do offer

recognition of superior performance, severa rewards are available (Appendix B):
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pay increases,

rating conddered for upcoming promotions,
apublic recognition awards ceremony,

specid detalls that take advantage of your abilities.

In conjunction with the overal lack of training associated with performance gppraisa systems, is
the inability to control rater problems. Question 9 shows that 70% of respondents stated that there are
no forma meansin place to controls problems such asrating inflation and the hao effect.

The responses on how the department best utilizes the information obtained from the appraisa
process were evenly distributed (Question 11). Barely 25% of respondents utilized the information
from the appraisal process to enhance future employee performance. Twenty five percent of
respondents reported that they did not utilize the information for enhancing performance, nor did they
use the information for promotions or documenting the actions of employees.

Of the 25% of respondents that do utilize the information obtained from the performance
gopraisas, most of the feedback consgts of daily verbad comments on the quadity of the employee's
work. After discussing the areas for improvement with the subordinate, the rater proceeds to reaffirm
the progress made daily by the ratee.

There was a clear mgority of respondents (60%) that stated that they did not notify their
subordinates of the upcoming feedback secesson. Even though some respondents remarked that the
employee knew it was that time of year for evauations, they were not advised as such o that they might

prepare for the event (Question 14).
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The survey depicts that over 43% of the respondents complete four performance appraisals
each evauation period. The next largest group (25%) completes seven performance gppraisals each
period as shown in Question 15.

The data collected from the survey came from a very diverse group as depicted in Appendix B,
Quedtion 16. Departments ranging in Size from six to seven fire fighters up to departments with over
1000 fire fighter were represented in the survey.

Unexpected Findings

An interesting unexpected finding from the survey was the fact that many departments do not
have performance appraisad system in place. Nearly 23% of respondents do not formally appraise the
performance of their employees. The most commonly stated reasons for not having a system in place
were, “...apaliticaly strong Union was againgt such apractice’, “lack of funding”, and “the department
isso small wedon't need one’. The fact that 23% of responding departments did not consider the
process of gppraising an employee s performance and enhancing higher future performance important
enough to surmount these obstacles, was an unexpected finding.

Another finding of the survey wasthat of the 77% of departments that do appraise
performance, only five broke their gppraisal syslem down by ranks. All the other performance
gppraisals were generd and used to rate dl employees.

Company Officer Performance Appraisal Form

Based upon areview of the current appraisal form used by OFD and the gppraisas collected as
part of the survey process, a new form was created. This new performance gppraisa isincluded as

Appendix C.
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The first page provides a place for the rater and ratee information, outlines the performance
level criteria, and provides ingtruction for completing the form. The second page outlines 36 individua
performance factors. At thistime, each rating factor is equally weighted in determining the interim and
fina scores. The rater scores the Company Officer on ascale of 1 (unsatisfactory) through 4 (exceeds
requirements) for each of the 36 factors. These 36 factors are totaled and an average is placed on the
third page in the appropriate cell of the spreadsheet. The importance of the numerica score was
discussed in detall in the Literature Review, employees should be ranked amongst their peer, from poor
to average to superior performers.

The third page of the formistitled “ Overdl Job Performance’. Fird, at the interim score and a
the end of the period, the final score are displayed at the top of the page. The next section provides the
manager with a place to document observed behaviors. The manager can express herself in writing as
to what specific items must be addressed for performance to improve and what can be doneto facilitate
these changes.

The third section mandates that the rater document in writing any score given to the ratee that is
not a number three, “Meets Standards’. Both scores above and below athree (3) must be supported
by written documentation of observed behaviors, etc.

The last section of this page provide the ratee, rater, and the next higher manager a place to
sgnify they have read the report. The Sgnature on the part to the employee does not signify agreement
with the rating, just that areview has been conducted by the supervisor.

The fourth page of the form describes the policy for administering this performance gppraisa.

Probably the most important component of the new form is the Employee Coaching Guideline. The
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policy mandates that each supervisor conduct a coaching review with each of his subordinates each
quarter.

The find page of the new form is the Employee Coaching Guiddine. There are essentidly two
components to the coaching guiddine. Firg isthe form which has the supervisor discuss, ask questions
about, and offer assstance with 11 different topics relevant to the Company Officer’ s responsibilities,
Each quarter the supervisor should take the time to proceed through this form with the employee and
plan for the things that have to happen in order for the subordinate’ s performance to improve. This
andyssisthen transferred to the bottom of this page in the Action Plan. Some of the responses to the
items on this form may change from quarter to quarter for the employee and others may not. The intent
of this coaching guide isto get the supervisor and subordinate talking about issues that perhaps have not
been talked about before.

Quarterly Company Performance Statistics Form

Appendix D was developed from an existing form that senior management used to track the
progress of each one of the three Divisons (shifts) in their attempt to obtain the gods and objectives set
fourth by the Fire Chief at the sart of each new fiscal year. Typicdly, the data collected in thisform
was forwarded to the Deputy Chief of the Fidd Operations Bureau for hisreview. Mogt likdly there
were conversations between the Deputy and the three Assistant Chiefs (one in charge of each shift)
about the attainment, or lack there of, in meeting these company level goas and objectives.

What has been done with this vehicle isto add severd different graphical representations of this
data, in aformat that dl units of a particular Divison (shift), can be compared and contrasted against
one another. Oncethisdataisinputted into the new spreadshest, it is printed and a copy is provided to

each Didrict Chief so that he can go back to each unit within his command and show them how their
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level of effort comparesto the rest of the Divison. Thisinformation, which in the past only flowed in
onedirection (up hill) isnow being utilized as a resource as part of the ongoing employee coaching
effort. Itisvery easy to seein Appendix D where there are two companies in the Divison that have not
flowed any training water snce October 1, 1997 until today.

Each gation is assgned a different number of fire hydrants that must be flow tested each fiscd
year. Appendix D now has the capability to show the manager at a glance, which of his companies
have not tested any fire hydrants, have completed some testing, and those who have finished dl their
testing. Appendix D now does the same type of grephicd andysis for company class hours taught by
the Lieutenant.

Once again, as outlined in the Literature Review, it isimportant that employee be shown
graphical representations of their levels of performance. Appendix D has been modified to provide this

resource to the rater.
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DISCUSSION

The performance gppraisa, which represents the results of this research, embodies the four step
process outline by McGregor in 1960. The performance appraisa starts with the initid planning phase
in which supervisors are to meet with their subordinates and tell them what is expected of them. The
first page of the performance appraisal provides this direction viathe “Ingructions for Completing the
Form™.

Next, the performance gppraisal attempts to break down the primary responsibilities of a
Company Officer into 36 observable behaviors. According to Baker (1988), it is essentid that the
manager observe and continualy provide feedback to the employee so that afair judgment of
performance can be made. The contemporary view of severd of the departments responding to the
survey was to gpproach the manager’ s respongbility for appraisng performance in the same manner.
Mogt departments had some method of observing behaviors, trandating these observations into
numericd ratings, and then adding written comments to document both the feedback and the ratings.

The dement of coaching the employee for improved performance was added to the new
performance appraisal. Baker (1988) writes that: “coaching is atwo way process’ (p. 44). Theintent
of the Employee Coaching Guideline is no more than what Baker proposes, get the two individuas
talking. Often the only conversation that takes place between a supervisor and his employee’' sis what
the latest rumors are or who getting promoted and when? Conversations about where the employee
currently stands and where he wants to be sx or twelve months from now will become an ongoing
process.

In the Overdl Job Performance section of the gppraisd, attention is given to observations made

by the supervisor. According to Wells (1982) the role of amanager is to provide feedback without
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animosity, to praise as well as critique, and to confront employees congtructively. Again, severd of the
performance appraisas obtained from the survey reflected the department’ s desire to document
observed behaviors and refrain from arbitrary rating derived from unsubstanti ated assessments of
performance. By mandating the inclusion of written remarks for any score other than “Meets Standard”
curtalls, as suggested by Baker (1988), rating inflation and the hao effect.

Because this new performance gppraisd is untested and based upon a synthesis of information
gathered in this research, atesting period should be invoked to determine its applicability. Desder
(1995) reminds us that we should not try to be experts, don't try to psychoanadyze your employees.
Thisis new ground for our department and there will be an associated learning curve with this new
appraisa process.

The performance gppraisa system, with the associated employee coaching guiddines, isthe first
of itskind for the Orlando Fire Department. This author hopes that the other managers within out
department will take the time and effort to review the important points depicted in the Literature Review
on proper appraisal of performance. This subject matter hasn't been addressed before by our upper
level management, so salf motivation to become familiar with thisinformation is necessary. This Sudy
has hopefully produced an instrument that will advance the job performance of not only the employee,
but of the manager dso. If nothing ese, the performance appraisa will serve to jog the minds of

managers burdened with the respongbility of helping others do their job better without the benefit of a

psychology degree.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Performance gppraisd must contain a coaching ement. OFD should integrate use of this
performance gppraisd in its ongoing training and assure that the coaching mentality isingrained in both
Company Officers and managers dike. Written ingtruction explaining the use of the form should be
more fully developed.

Theinformaion obtained for completed performance appraisas has to be added to a data base.
The city should work with Information Systems (computer department within the city) to develop an
information retrieva system accessible to appropriate managers at their desk top computers.

Periodic review of the form should take place to ensure contemporary views on performance
gppraisa and employee coaching are incorporated within the form. New ideas based on the latest
research will continue to improve this vehicle.

As the form matures and evolves through training, review, and revision, OFD should develop a
gmilar PA for the positions of Driver/Engineer and Fire fighter. Once dl the Company Officers have
received training on coaching for improved performance, gppraisals smilar to this one can be created
for those positions and administered by the Lieutenant.

The 36 scores may need to be weighted. Many will argue that some of the factors are infinitely
more important than others on thislist. Once thisform is distributed to all managers, a consensus can be
taken as to which factors should receive the highest weighting and which should receive the least. Upon
completion of that task, a Smple change to the formulain the spreadsheet can accommodate this
weighting of factors.

The fire department should work with the Human Resources department to build in automatic

M.E.R.I.T. awards for the most improved and superior performing employees. The M.E.R.I.T.
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program is along standing city employee reward and recognition program that can be used to recognize
these employees. Guidelines should be established to determine at what percent increase an employee
would have to achieve and a what score a high performer would have to obtain to recelve the
award/recognition from this program.

OFD dlows members with three or more years of seniority to “bid” for positions that become
vacated by promotion, retirement, or resgnation. The policy guiding this benefit sipulatesthat if thereis
more than one person that bids for a position, the person with the most seniority is awarded the dot.
Perhapsiif appraisa scores were somehow incorporated into the bid process, whereby seniority would
not be the only determining factor, there would be additional motivation to enhance one's performance

SCOores.
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